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cancer in nonsmoken vj 1,23 (a 
f«Uuvc mk of M 00* mean* there ta 
no itausucai risk). To put this into 
perspective. one srudv has reported 
the rti*uve risk of developing lung 
career awocuud with 
drinking green tea to be 
2.7, and another con¬ 
cluded the rcUuve lung 
cancer mk reponed for 
keeping bird* as pets is 
5.01 Epidemiologists consider reiauve 
risks ot less than i to be s-euu* (See 
# A Word About Risk/page tM 
But even a relauve nik of 1.23 for 
CT5 is highly r|yeiuonablc when one 
considers how hard the EPA had to 
work to come up with suiy increased 
ruk at ail. for example; 

M Eighteen of the 23 studies consid¬ 
ered bv the EPA report no suusucaiir ^ r 4| 
significant awocuuon between ETS^ 

and lung cancer in nonsmoken, < 

< 

9 The tive studies (hat tin purport to 

jrt w u , 

'how ^sigrttiicuni increased rcuuvc 
njk were .til conducted on ngn-U.S. 


(t' 


(t ),I*J 

/i. (*L r» 


ii 


populations, whercjriiciarr; 
lifescrlc^ibl*e may have ajT< 


t "" 

4 U- 


and other 
ajTecteo the 

results 

■ Some of the studies that claimed to 
dem onicrate increased rclauve nsk 
wer^smail; one study Had only six 
subject Men, tn particular, were 
largely underrepresented in the five 
foreign studies that claimed to And 
increased relative mk One study had 
oniv two men. 

■ One of the iargett studies done in 
f the world w« released only Iasi 

* [ Deesmber and repented chu 


; 






Ji -dr 


0^ 


nonsmoking spouses of tmoken 
actually had Uu reiauve risk of 
developing cancer than nonsmoken 
married to ocher nonsmoken. One of 
the authors of this study was a member 
of the Science Advisory Board 
evaluating the EPA'i draft report. This 
member never mentioned his own 
study during the enure EPA renew. 

■ Two additional Asian studies 
released around the same time also 
reported no seausucaiiv significant risk 
for lung cancer m nonsmoking 
women mimed to smokers. All three 
of the new Asian studies adjusted for 
cultural differences, and found that 
Asian cooking and heaung techniques 
posed an increased nsk for the 
development of lung cancer among 
nonsmoking women, independent of 
reponed ETS exposures. 

■ The EPA ongtnailv excluded one of 
the largest U.S. studies orcr done on 
ETS, conducted at Vale L'nnreranr by 
Dr. Luis Varela. A report 
on that study w%* 
published in T> i/Afa* 

England feumnl of Mrdian*. 

The study nf 101 subjects 
found no statistically 
significant link between 
ETS and lung cancer in 
either nonsmoking 
spouses or coworkers, 

■ Although the CPA 
ntmuallv agreed to use data from the 

Nmt Ln^iand Jvumti •f Mtdidnt 
aruele, the CPA reports conclusions 
are tull being distorted by the 
ineJuxion of i much<nbcix*d, JO-year* 
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uld Japanese studv—oe 1 hravams 
'lUdv, Hie EPA descnbes i {iravama us 
iU 'flagship* Mudv. VVi Dr. Victor U, 
Uues. Proicuor of Tuucoiogy at the 
Uflivemtv OI Rocftetter s Environ* 
menui Health Science 
i*rn*wre Onter and a member of 

*****^ the Science Advuofv 

i KMM 

* &OJLrd reviewing ihf EPA 

rn &i <mms rc P ort ' *1 

MiATCarrm wnuid drop the 

m rrs own 1 (invama nudv.' ,Md 
}****** Dr. William j- Buder nt 
KijJure •Vnaivni 

Auociaies Inc. truieued the report tor 
reiving on Hiravjmu. which he said 
contained Aerv tubsunwai flaw* ... 
(than huvr not he«n aniwered.* 

When nked in proud* ih# raw data 
from tin uudv fnr mdep*ndeni 
examinauun. Dr. I liravamu tielaved 
for mure than a v<*ar and uiumatelv 
vno he could not produce hu raw 
d2U t let a u ur thev had i>c*M dcura'-'cd. 
8 In i'JhtJ. die ETA t«m/<l internal 
euuielme’ n>r evaluating carcinogenic 
risk, In ui non to nrjmj ETS a 
'known carcinogen,’ :h« EPA ignored 
manv enterta tn us own guideline*. 

■ Two sitidiet ihat camv out whde the 
EPA wu preparing tut drjut report 
weft ignored hv the agency; neither 
Mowed a iLatmicoiiv ugmfseant 
reiauonihip tw-N/esn £TS-utd !un^ 
<;^ncer in n unimokc M. 

' 8 Tl^LPA^releadedjwnrkpiaee policy 

\ guidelines tor Healing with ETS at the 
j time time u reicisrd uj linit report — 
\ uAihaui waning fof comment Irom a 
J panel of imparuai scicmmi. The EPA 


wm all ict to imic guideline! on 
deaiing with the "prohiem’of ETS 
before the EPA’s uwm advivsry board 
had even hid a chance to determine if 
i problem did Indeed mul s 
1 The EFA hai treated ethei^^^ 
environmental Sublttflt«$I5*fendy. 
Recently, the agency inv*tug*?*d 
elccvomigneuc Heidi (EMFiJ and 
dieici emiuions a* pouible earen- 
ogeni, AJ though the data agaimt both 
w«r* arjcuuolv more complete thin the 
dm on ETS, the EPA refused to 
diwify EMFt, and would only label 
dieici emsuions a ‘probable* 
carcinogen. 

1 To get the result! it dirtied from 
the dau it selected, the EPA employed 
a pmccu called ‘meta**naly*UT an 
*appiv*-*nd<iranc*e!’ model that many 
scientist find questionable. The 
result are blued on small sample* and 

Mow weak currduiiuns. 

/C r n . .. 7 A MTUuatriti 

(Sw[Rwiianjiulj tswims- 

Meu-Afuivsii,“ fuge y.l 

When onlv ttie Muclifi aeocftUTH* 

conducted in the United 5C»Tara fiw 

ijuttei ure subjected to QVgo«aJU, 

ihi* anaiviii, und the 
t^nrrsea! studies are tlrnpped. the 
relative nsk fur ETS is luwer ihtn the 
1.23 estimated bv the EPA—(hit is, 
there u no siataticaliy ugmfieam 
incrcaKd risk, 

1 Wlien scicnusu uuuide the EPA 
assessed the risk y| deveiopuig cancer 
from exposure to EMFs, 4 reladve nsk 
of 2.0 wnj ciudlishcd. \Vhv did the 
EPA use mcu'4iuiviis lor ETS. but not 
for EMFi> 


n 
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H I ItaM it (tha arrft nyoct].. 
aari thought to mru#, How wouM 
f krr* trri* «?» With lU duo 
ro*poct fee all tha work put In, 

I would not bo iblo U jfr* it a 
passing pti. J J 


WHAT THE EXPERTS ARE SAYlNG^^Uen* 

•f* 

tha UnHid Sbtas~. TWt it no ' 
w fa ntiflc atty rtiid basis for 
J conducting • risk iwin wani 
go ETS or ciaaaHytng ETS tt 

l a known Cjr ejn oyt w or rro<i 

prohibit human careinegtn. ff 


Dr t'nul .tiwi irr 

I'KOf h‘-V!K 

I'H'VKfMKvr 'H->rvriSTU..S 
sTANHlKIH MVVRMTY 

ii On* hu ta ielui«rt*dn th* fact 
that on« of th* iargwt itudlot, tit* 
Varota and Ja no rich study. which was 
lOpamtiT mort thorough than meat 
of tt* nidim. fails to find anr 
povttra luaciatSofl for toouui 
smoking or wwnoUc* txootiirt.... 

I think classifying ETS as a CUsa A 
carctnocan is mayoo a l(tt* raw, i > 

Dr. I ,-utjr/'; kuhilt 
■ \ • V \ S t If Ml I* \ilv Ikinv Hi 1,11 11 111 t’ IM t » 

^ Sit IK I I’ll)! MIOl ( H.mr 

MMI.ril MM’Ml.Ni ION 

ii TH* toiiiitr ^ data cm ETS 
*ad lung c*ncdo*» n<A tuppoct tilt 
dalm mid* in th* infi IPA report 
tkai ETS U rttpontidt for in 
lacrtutd incidtnct of lung csnetf in 

Ta, i ■ * «■ ^ V "■'*'£-- 


Dr, U‘ rM(/v/7f/ww 

CU.NM t I AN I 

i. hi r,i i.umhy 
stRvu.i s iXTMN.uinv u. 

lilt if iowrtm tut toil cciiaction 
gt ftudiM uckj ortcuiofl _ and 
Alt tt* ftudto aft bott inconmicitfft 
And my cIom to obttmng an 
Axsoditioni. JJ 

Ot A Innnrr /* / / i on 
CCJNSI t I \N r 

KNV H(t }\\|f N I \l 1 II-.M.n I St- K\ ff 1 * 


41 Tht ttudl** ... that art bting 
cen*d*r*d ham hart a r *ry low 

itkaiihood of tvtn finding 
anything, 

Dr /tin A. f. Sitrtwnit 
( KI’A s, ‘irm t’A iImvii \ UM.UM MU’mtK'fi 
MU:M MA!KMa\ 

OKPAUTNIKN I’Mi- M'MM Mini { >( ;v 
VrM.h ; MVKKnilYM IKJtJi 
< >K IM. 
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A WORD ABOUT RISK 

D ll) \OU K.VOWTIUTAN 

fptdemiolog i< study has report¬ 
ed {hat the retauve nak of deveh 
opine* iun< cancer if vou we a con- 
itrucuon worker a iA. which is higher 
than iht Tiverail relative nik for lung 
career the £M aisigncd £75' 

Othff Mjbiunccs and acuities that 
have Horn identified u ouuiblc risk 
f acton inr lung cancer include car 
r-*naun 1 1 ah mucuvirv 1 1 £). 

ana keeping birds xs pets uvQ); ail 
'ep«M lusher Mauve risks m at (cast 
<om* Miidics than the £HA claims fnr 

rrs. 

Hie uu u. »uuincai analysis is 
maktng ts pov^Mc Inr epidcmiuhigisu 
(o uletmfv mnre and more pomhlc 
nik Lu tun inr rcrum ducit'vs. 
Wtuaih cvrrv .icnnrv i an be 
‘Uuurruliv tiv*Jiutcti wait dt^exse*** 

<( <nm H'u .uiaiwc «t c-*Juu»uu-iv, 

Vo eiumnaJ wrucr u>r ('hr S'^v 
WfTUAiir jrrumni of SUdmm 

rvotT .sttvitt 'dvMto putting «i«h 

tv* 1C ~«ak rviuuvc risks imo 

mnrntiiiT |>eripeeuve. A recent 

AkKK^rtD vdaonai sates that while 

W^V B&JLA&L 

there is ny pueinon that 
eptdemiyiugic studies are 
"nf growing interest..*. a is important, 
however, to remember the pofail* in 
interpreting them and to he cauuoui 
m advising patients yn the huts of 
tin^fc nr confiicung tturh*». 

* 7 liuu parttfuLarb iruf of itudut (As* 
purport to ihmjj orih luraJt osj^naaonj 
befiiXfn nPciuret and divas*/ 


<r u - :J iy 


{******* 


A feiauve nsk uf lew than 2,00 ii 
goneraiiv considered Vcai^und, a* 
noted previously, the EM hu 
luigned ETS a rclauvc nsk of only 
LSI. Qeviy, u the tools of computer 
science become more available, and 
our ability to perform suusntai 
computation* increases, we rnuK be 
able to identify legitimate significant 
n*ki and duunguuh ihvm from 
luuiutal anomalies. 

C BASEBALL AND 
l “META-ANALYSIS’' 

T he epa amjs'kd a r its wan 

assessment for ET5 by using a 
process known a* *ineu**naiyiJi/ 
TKii iMcam that mneuU of evalu¬ 
ating each Jtudv individual!*. the tP A 
comhmcd data irntn all 2Z of the 
uudics under review and came up 
wuh a «irt n{ wvightetl average. 

Meta-unaivm would enable a isaie* 
b*U team to win the World denes, 
even if it lost lour mu ui the lint live 
games. 

If the team wnn the tint game by 
5-f5. and then lost the following lour hv 
1-0. mea-anaivsis would dicttic that 
iht team winning the lint game had 
won the series. 

Sy using mtusinalvm. a researcher 
ears lump together a number of 
KUdics wuh incoiuhuivc ur marg^^sJ 
retulu and manmacture a finding 
thaL “overall." the studies were 
stauiucailv sigmfteant. L ignores the 
vtry difTerence* that the scientific 
method is designed io control. 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/gswkOOOO 
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Without thu proceu. ihe EPA 
w^uid not have been able to ciairry 
that the data against ETS were [ \oJ 

^V;su>r» ^ 


l* 


wrra^uuins 





Significant. 

Dr. Joseph Fleisj. e£the Columbia 
University School of Public Health, 
cnucued the EPA for 
re*orung to meu-ihilvm 
in ill draft report on ETS. 

'Blues due to con¬ 
founding, or due to 
maclaumcauon/ Or. 

Reus suid. ’VUi not 

* 

average out when we 
accumuiate evidence 
across different studies, They will 
reinforce one another.* 

In other words, whether in baseball 
or science, the outcome depends a 
great deal on who is keeping score. 

SICK BUILDING 
SYNDROME 


I N FOCUSING ALL OF ITS ATTLN- 
uon on environmental tobacco 
smote, the EPA ignores the verv 
real problem of indoor air poiiuuon 
and sick building syndrome tSBSh 
SBS uccun when inadequate 
venulauon and indoor polluunu 
combine to auTect adversely the health 
of a building's occupanu. Individual* 
who work in buildings afflicted with 
SBS often complain of headaches, 
fatigue, nausea, dimness, and 
recumng tlu-like rvmptoms. 

r According to indoor air quality 
experts. ETS is not a major cause of 
complaints in SBS. Onr mrh rypeitr- 





"dieim* Gr rr Ro be rs o n, pi enduu uf 
H e a i huBu ii ding i Inicmiuonti Inc ., 
examined 125 buildings suffering 
from SBS and found that ETS wu not 
a significant factor in 96 percent of 
them. Thirty-one percent of the 
buildings examined, how* 

ever, had problems stemming from 
widespread aJlergemc fungi breeding 
in aar<ondiuomng systems. 

Other indoor air pollutants that cart 
contribute to SBS include building 
materials and furnishings. uifice 
equipment, supplies and cleaning 
products, mold spores, allergens, and 
infectious agents. 

One of the most publicised serious 
cases of building-related illness 
occurred in Philadelphia in 1976, 
when 29 American Legion 
convenuoneen died ot Lcgionnau^es' 
Disease as a result nt exposure to.an 
infectious assent breeding in their 
hotel's uir-condmoning syuem. 

Ironically. the KP.Vs imn oifices in 
Washington. D.CL, iuifered 
from a particularly had case 

ut SBS. 77ur Poit 

reported that some £PA 
employees resorted to 
wearing gas masks to work, 

The newspaper story quoted 
an indoor air qualify expert, 
hired hv the £PA. who csumaied that 
10 to 20 percent of the agency's work 
force had become ill u a result of 
phenYicytiohcxane 14-PO and other 
indoor aar pollutants present at the 
agency's Washington office complex. 

ETS is cenamlv not a factor in the 
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EPA'\ muu<>r air pnUuuua problem: 
Smoking ts banned m ail jreai ol ihe 

LPA'% headquarter?. 

; 


THE RATIONAL 
ALTERNATIVE 


“tavit ( !.VIM T! I AT ITS IS A (AUSL 

I tit disease at mmsmokefs is not 

i 

i justified i>v \tivnuhc clan. 

UortMiver. studies indicate that under r~ 

normal conditions. £TS is m<>u 4 , f ^ 

c offwkDW uij mdocr air L 
qualuv. N'evrftneleM. theft lire people 
whit are ttmpiv mnoved i»v cigarette 
ifTUikc and these people deserve to he 
accommodated. 

~~ Providing a ^mukc.trce (>ublic U ^" N ^ 
environment lor those who desire one 
dcjrx rnit moiiti that all puhh< smoking 
ititui im ( hannetl^OnC'iiufti ni the b < ( fkn 
>iIn)I pnoiic ihoos<'> to smnkeljaiid the j 
Mtfhiv .uid preferences ot tin* ^roup 
ire jmi .u wormvtii respect a* tticinc <*i 
iinuiitiokeri, 

CTTHTe itiurtvcTaimJ £Vs. 

which .ire not conctuiiwlv supported 
bv the .iv.uJ.ibie «cieniiiie data, the Lict 
that wiine people du nut wiu to he 
t*cp<!u«<i to KTS o a valid is*ue, one 
that ran and should lie uddruMed. But 



Ntmwruiken who disJiku smokin* 
can Ik? uccommtxiau-d reasonably. 
Accommodation also means that clean 
and cimiy accessible smoking areas are 
provided for ih^£?er* than 50 million 
American!^* ho eh$ove to smoke. 



il is an issue that c m he mlwd throu gh 

aCConifTUxiauun aiid cumrru m-- 

.Solutions that addren the rights nhjiu^ 
"tfTOUp^ n m t^p g fflg ^JMudicr|*«» 
unrwqce twv andjfoomed to failure. 
Policies bused on accommodating both 
smokers and nonsmokcfi. on the other 
hand, will have morc^suppon and lead 
to greater harmoni t^ [ '* 


, ^ no / *r** 
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